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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 

I. 1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 3/12/2008 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4 - 6, 8 - 12, 14 - 16, 18 - 23, 25 - 27, and 29-31 are pending. Claims 1, 

II, 21, and 22 are the independent claims. Claims 1, 6, 8, 1 1, 14 - 16, 18, 21, 22, 25 - 27, and 29 
are the amended claims. Claims 3, 7, 13, 17, 24, and 28 have been cancelled. Claims 1, 2, 4 - 6, 
8 - 12, 14 - 16, 18 - 23, 25 - 27, and 29 - 31 have been rejected by the Examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
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evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4 - 6, 8, 10 - 12, 14 - 16, 18, 20 - 23, 25 - 27, 29, and 31 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Santos-Gomez (US 6,104,393) in view of Agrawal 
etal.(US 2004/0098313 Al). 

As per independent claim 1, Santos-Gomez discloses a system for assisting a user in 
navigating through a performance of a task, the task including a plurality of sub-tasks 
(Abstract), the system comprising a sub-task performance component to: 

control the serial presentation of two or more of the sub-tasks on a graphical 
user interface, each of the two or more sub-tasks displayed in a respective panel 
of the graphical user interface (column 2, line 59 - column 3, line 13), and 
to enable the user, for each of the two or more sub-tasks, to perform the sub- 
task by entering information into the respective panel of the sub-task as the sub- 
task is being presented (column 6, lines 4-18) 
Santos-Gomez also discloses that said system comprises a sub-task list component to 
control the display of a sub-task list of items to the user on a graphical user interface while the 
two or more sub-tasks are being presented, each item representing a respective one of the 
plurality of sub-tasks and including a sub-task identifier identifying the respective one of the sub- 
tasks (column 5, lines 27 - 50). 
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Furthermore, Santos-Gomez also discloses that the sub-task performance component is 
operable to determine one or more of the items to include in the sub-task list based on 
information entered by the user in the respective panels of at least one of the two or more sub- 
tasks (column 8, lines 35 - 45), wherein it has been interpreted that if the user selects the task 
relating to the creating of a new object, upon completion of said creating, this new object will 
become a part of the list of objects corresponding to sub-tasks, and therefore will become a sub- 
task object itself Furthermore, it would be obvious that the display of the list of sub-task objects 
may be displayed during the task of creation of a new sub-task object, because Santos-Gomes 
discloses that this view is a possible view of sub-tasks. 

Santos-Gomez does not explicitly disclose displaying, within at least one of the items of 
the sub-task list of items, a datum corresponding to a parameter of the sub-task represented by 
the at least one item, wherein the sub-task list component is operable, for each of the at least one 
item, to control the change of the datum corresponding to the parameter of the sub-task displayed 
within the item based on information entered by the user in the panel of at least one of the two or 
more sub-tasks. 

However, in an analogous art, Agrawal discloses displaying, within at least one of the 
items of a sub-task list component of items, a datum corresponding to a parameter of the sub- 
task represented by the at least one item, wherein the sub-task list component is operable, for 
each of the at least one item, to control the change of the datum corresponding to the parameter 
of the sub-task displayed within the item based on information entered by the user in a panel of 
at least one of the two or more sub-tasks (Fig. 6 and [0108] - [0116]), wherein it would be 
obvious that selection of an edit sub-task object would result in any possible means of editing, of 
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which could include an opening of a panel or window to perform said editing, because the user 
would appreciate the ability to separately view the representation of the object they are editing 
while said editing is performed so as to provide better contextual awareness for the user. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to incorporate the teaching of Agrawal into the system of Santos-Gomez, because both 
inventions are for interfaces for navigating through tasks/sub-tasks to be performed that require 
the entry or selection of data, wherein the interfaces include a listing of said tasks/sub-tasks. 
Furthermore, because Santos-Gomez already discloses that it would be beneficial to provide a 
visual feedback to a user of the status of each component and overall object (column 8, lines 18 - 
25), it would therefore be obvious that one would want to be easily notified of particular entered 
of selected data while performing said tasks/sub-tasks so that one could know if a particular 
task/sub-task has not yet been performed or if one might need to modify previously entered or 
selected data. 

As per independent claim 11, the claim is substantially similar to the system of claim 1, 
except that it is directed to a computer-implemented method of executing the system of claim 1 . 
However, Santos-Gomez discloses a computer-implemented method of executing the system of 
claim 1 (Abstract, line 1). Therefore, claim 1 1 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 1. 

As per independent claim 21, the claim is substantially similar to the system of claim 1, 
except that the system includes a means for displaying, within at least one of the items, 
information corresponding to the sub-task represented by the at least one item. However, Santos- 
Gomez discloses a means for displaying, within at least one of the items, information 
corresponding to the sub-task represented by the at least one item (column 3, 35 - 54), where the 
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means for displaying is exhibited by the inclusion of a computer workstation and a display 
device. Furthermore, a means for operating is also provided through the computer workstation. 
In addition, the claims includes a means for changing, for each of the at least one item, the 
datum corresponding to the parameter of the sub-task displayed within the item based on 
information entered by the user in the panel of at least one of the two or more sub-tasks. 
However, Agrawal discloses such a means as the service of the system disclosed in [0034]. 
Therefore, the rest of claim 21 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 1. 

As per independent claim 22, the claim is substantially similar to the system of claim 1, 
except that it is directed to a computer-readable medium for executing the methods of the system 
of claim 1. However, Santos-Gomez discloses a computer-readable medium for executing the 
methods of the system of claim 1 (Abstract, line 1). Therefore, claim 22 is rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 1 . 

As per claim 2, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task list component is operable, for each of the at least one items, to 
control the display in the item of information entered by the user in the panel of the sub-task 
represented by the item (column 8, lines 35 - 45). 

As per claim 4, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task list component is operable to enable the user to perform the two or 
more of the sub-tasks in a temporal order in which the user selects the two or more items 
representing the two or more sub-tasks, respectively, from the sub-task list (column 8, lines 47 - 
53). 
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As per claim 5, and taking into account the rejection of claim 4, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task list component is operable to enable the user to perform the two or 
more sub-tasks in a temporal order that is independent of a positional order in which the two or 
more sub-task items representing the two or more sub-tasks, respectively, are listed (column 8, 
lines 47 - 53). 

As per claim 6, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task performance component is operable to determine one or more of the 
sub-tasks required to perform the task based on information entered by the user in the respective 
panels of at least one of the two or more sub-tasks (column 7, lines 37 - 60). 

As per claim 8, and taking into account the rejection of claim 7, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task performance component is operable, in the event that information 
already has been entered by the user for a first sub-task, to determine that an item representing 
the first sub-task is no longer to be included in the sub-task list and to control notifying the user 
that confirming an acceptance of the information entered in the first panel will result in the 
information entered for the second sub-task being discarded (column 9, lines 37 - 45), where the 
control of notifying the user is exhibited by the option of including a test that must receive a 
positive response in order to discard information. 

As per claim 10, and taking into account the rejection of claim 1, Santos-Gomez further 
discloses that the sub-task list component is operative to vertically orient the sub-task list on the 
graphical user interface (Fig. 3A), where the sub-task list is vertically displayed on the left side 
of the figure. 
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As per claim 12, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 11, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 2. 

As per claim 14, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 11, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 4. 

As per claim 15, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 14, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 5. 

As per claim 16, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 11, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 6. 

As per claim 18, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 17, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 8. 

As per claim 20, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 11, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 10. 

As per claim 23, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 22, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 2. 

As per claim 25, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 22, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 4. 

As per claim 26, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 25, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 5. 

As per claim 27, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 22, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 6. 

As per claim 29, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 28, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 8. 
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As per claim 31, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 22, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 10. 

6. Claims 9, 19, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Santos-Gomez (US 6,104,393) and Agrawal et al. (US 2004/0098313 Al) in view of Bach et al. 
(US 6,128,622). 

As per claim 9, Santos-Gomez and Agrawal sufficiently disclose the system of claim 1 . 
Santos-Gomez and Agrawal do not explicitly disclose that the system is operable to perform the 
task of creating one or more rules of an access control sub-task list for a network device. 

However, in an analogous art, Bach discloses performing the task of creating one or more 
rules of an access control sub-task list for a network device (column 13, lines 8-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to incorporate the teaching of Bach into the system of Santos-Gomez and Agrawal to 
develop a system for assisting a user in navigating through a performance of tasks and sub-tasks 
pertaining to creating rules of an access control sub-task list for a network device, because all 
three inventions are for interfaces for navigating through tasks/sub-tasks to be performed. In 
addition, the modification would have been obvious, because Santos-Gomez's configuration 
wizard would guide a user through the configuration of a computer network (column 1, lines 59 
- 64). Thus, a user would want such a wizard to assist in the configuration of all aspects of a 
computer network, such as the creation and configuration of rules of an access control sub-task 
list. 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,838 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2179 

As per claim 19, and taking into account the rejection of the method of claim 11, the 
claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 1. 

As per claim 30, and taking into account the rejection of the computer-readable medium 
of claim 22, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed on 3/12/2008 have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. 

8. The Applicant has argued that "Santos-Gomez does not teach or suggest adding a new 
target object to the target object area 100 based on information entered by the user in performing 
a task corresponding to an existing target object. As such, Santos-Gomez does not teach or 
suggest 'the sub-task performance component is operable to determine one or more of the items 
to include in the sub-task list based on information entered by the user in the respective panels of 
at least one of the two or more sub-tasks,' as recited in claim 1 ." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to this argument, please refer to the 
rejection of newly amended claim 1, supra, and to Santos-Gomez, column 8, lines 35 - 45; 
wherein it has been interpreted that if the user selects the task relating to the creating of a new 
object, upon completion of said creating, this new object will become a part of the list of objects 
corresponding to sub-tasks, and therefore will become a sub-task object itself. Furthermore, it 
would be obvious that the display of the list of sub-task objects may be displayed during the task 
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of creation of a new sub-task object, because Santos-Gomes discloses that this view is a possible 
view of sub-tasks. 

9. The Applicant has argued that "Agrawal does not teach or suggest controlling the change 
in a setting in one panel based on information entered by the user in another panel. As such, 
Agrawal does not teach or suggest 'the sub-task list component is operable, for each of the at 
least one item, to control the change of the datum corresponding to the parameter of the sub-task 
displayed within the item based on information entered by the user in the panel of at least one of 
the two or more sub-tasks,' as recited in claim 1 . 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to this argument, please refer to the 
rejection of newly amended claim I, supra, and to Agrawal, Fig. 6 and [0108] - [0116]); wherein 
it would be obvious that selection of an edit sub-task object would result in any possible means 
of editing, of which could include an opening of a panel or window to perform said editing, 
because the user would appreciate the ability to separately view the representation of the object 
they are editing while said editing is performed so as to provide better contextual awareness for 
the user. 

Conclusion 

10. It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any 
way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have 
reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332- 
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33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 
USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)). 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the applicant's 
disclosure. The cited documents represent the general state of the art. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric A. Wiener whose telephone number is 571-270-1401. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone arc unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo, can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Eric A Wiener/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2179 

/Steven B Theriault/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



